




















frequency strike records, respectively,
and further if there is any proneness
to report good records while with-
holding bad ones, then the results
could be distorted. The fact that in
this sense there were numerous “very
bad reports” suggests that it is not
a major factor. Also, since respondents
were not required to identify them-
selves, such a tendency should be
minimized.

The data were analyzed on the
basis of present plant size, but 20
years ago the plants were likely of a
different size. We therefore ignored
growth which may itself be an im-
portant variable in strike frequency.

There is a statistical problem with
the strikes-per-year measure for plants
reporting zero strikes. A plant report-
ing zero strikes for a ten-year period
does not have the same record as a
plant reporting zero strikes for a 20-
year period; yet, their score—insofar
as this analysis is concerned—is the
same. The fact that a high percentage
of plants reported union-management
agreements in effect for the full 20-
year period should help to minimize
this error.

The largest plant in the working
samples reported approximately 5,000
employees in bargaining units. No
basic industries, such as steel, are
included, and this factor could be a
weakness of the study. Harbison and
Coleman suggest that more intense
conflict is likely to occur in the labor-
management “power centers” which
include such industries as steel, auto,
rubber, etc.1®

As reported earlier, the question-
naires returned were not uniformly
distributed over all plant sizes. The

strike frequency appears to level off
for plant sizes above 1,200 (see Figure
1), but because N is so small, the
reliability of this feature may not be high.

Conclusions

It seems clear that, for this study,
plant size—or, more likely, variables
related to plant size—is a factor in
strike frequency. Labor disputes are,
in part, a function of attitudes. In
fact, the Revans and Ingham articles
strongly suggest that workers’ at-
titudes and behavior are related to
plant size.

Revans believes that, as the num-
ber of employees increases, manage-
ment problems multiply; for ex-
ample, coordination becomes more
difficult and communication deteriorates.
He sees a “distance” developing be-
tween the worker and the supervisor
which results in an increase in labor
disputes. Revans would apparently
predict constantly increasing labor
difficulty as plant size increases while
we find from this study a decrease
for plants employing more than ap-
proximately 750 persons.

Knowles found regional differences
in “strike proneness,” and in the
sense that we found lower strike ac-
tivity in Chicago than Outstate Illinois
and lower in Illinois than Iowa, our
results would support the idea that
regional differences can exist. How-
ever, it should be reemphasized that
the work of Knowles, as well as that
of Revans and Ingham, took place
in Britain, and, therefore, it could
be a mistake to attempt any gener-
alization for the United States.

To the extent that strike frequency
is an indication of “harmony or dis-

15 Work cited at footnote 5, at p. 125.
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harmony” our results would contra-
dict the Harbison and Coleman claim
that small- and medium-sized com-
munities are more conducive to in-
dustrial harmony than large urban
centers.

The fact that Pondy found a rela-
tionship between ‘“administrative in-
tensity” and both plant size and produc-
tivity suggests that exploring the
possibilities of a relationship between
“administrative intensity” and strike
frequency might be worthwhile.

Woodward found that the ratio of
workers to managers and staff for
British job-shop industries went from
22 for plants with 400-500 employees
to 37 for plants with 850-1,000 and
back down to 25 for plants with 3,000-
4,600 employees. If this information
were portrayed graphically, the curve
would have characteristics similar to
those of our Figure 1. Perhaps this
is just an interesting coincidence, but
perhaps not.

Although “union maturity” is dif-
ficult to define and measure, Lester
lists “age” as one important factor.
With some exceptions, the union
movement in the United States spread
westward along with the develop-
ment of the country. If, in this sense,
we consider the union movement in
[llinois to be more mature than in
Iowa, then our results are supportive
of Lester’s theory.

Like much research, this study
suggests more questions than it an-
swers. For example, why do plants
in the 750-employment range have
more strikes? One colleague sug-
gests that, in the face of union de-

mands, small plants capitulate, medium
sized plants fight and large plants
compromise. We can only speculate.
In small plants it is easier to have
good communication because there
are fewer layers of management be-
tween the top and bottom. A form
of democratic management or par-
ticipative decision-making may come
about naturally. It may be easier for
employees to identify with the goals
of the organization. Control and co-
ordination are less complex, thus re-
quiring few rules and procedures.
Perhaps it is not until plants get
quite large (above 750 employees)
that they realize the necessity of
establishing some formal apparatus
to do what small plants do informally.
In this regard, Mason Haire reminds
us that as the size of an organization
changes, the shape must also change.
As the number of employees increases,
other adjustments and changes in the
organization must take place.!® Fail-
ure to make these ‘“other” changes
may be an underlying cause of the
phenomenon our data demonstrates.

Other questions of interest are:
Why are there differences in levels
of strike activity within and between
states? Is it related to union maturity
and, if so, would it be less for states
farther east? That plant managers
are interested in such questions was
evidenced by their comments and re-
quests for copies of the results. It
is unlikely that managers of plants
in the 500-1,000-size category are
aware of their somewhat unique posi-
tion. If they were, their own self-
analysis might furnish a great deal
of information. [The End]

' Mason Haire, Psychology in Manage-
ment, (2nd edition), New York, McGraw-
Hill, 1964, p. 225.
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